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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is in response to the communications filed on 16 July 2008. 

2. Claims 1-13 are pending in the application. 

3. Claims 1-13 have been rejected. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The examiner has considered the information disclosure statement (IDS) filed on 2 August 
2006 and 16 July 2008. 

Specification 

5. The abstract of the disclosure does not commence on a separate sheet in accordance with 37 
CFR 1 .52(b)(4). A new abstract of the disclosure is required and must be presented on a separate 
sheet, apart from any other text. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite in that it fails 
to point out what is included or excluded by the claim language. This claim is an omnibus type 
claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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7. Claims 1-4, 9, 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Zamora 
U.S Patent No. 4,965,763. 

As to claim 1, Zamora discloses a Privacy Preserving Data-Mining Protocol, operating 
between a secure "aggregator" data processor and at least one of "source-entity" data processor, 
wherein the "aggregator" and the "source-entity" processors are interconnected via an electronic 
data-communications topology, and the protocol includes the steps of: 

A) on the side of the "aggregator" processor: (i) from a user interface- 
accepting a query against a plurality of the predetermined attributes and therewith 
forming a parameter list [column 5, lines 22-53], (ii) via the topology- 
transmitting the parameter list to each of the "source-entity" processors [column 
5, lines 22-28], (iii) via the topology— receiving a respective file from each of the 
"source-entity" processors [column 5, lines 43-54], (iv) aggregating the plurality 
of files into a data-warehouse [column 11, lines 25-41], (v) using the parameter 
list, extracting query relevant data from the data-warehouse [column 6, lines 1- 
16], (vi) agglomerating the extract [column 12, lines 10-19], and (vii) to a user 
interface— reporting the agglomerated extract [column 6, lines 17-25]; and 

B) on the side of each processor of the at least one "source-entity" 
processors: (i) accumulating data-items wherein some of the data-items have 
privacy sensitive micro-data [column 10, lines 9-25], (ii) organizing the data- 
items using the plurality of predetermined attributes [column 6, lines 28-41], (iii) 
via the topology— receiving a parameter list from the "aggregator" processor 
[column 5, lines 22-53], (iv) forming a file by "crunching together" the data-items 
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according to the parameter list [column 9, lines 21-31], (v) filtering out portions 
of the file which characterize details particular to less than a predetermined 
quantity of micro-data-specific data-items [column 37, lines 5-49], and (vi) via 
the topology —transmitting the file to the "aggregator" processor [column 1 1 , lines 
49-60]. 

As to claim 2, Zamora discloses that transmitting the parameter list includes transmitting 
a sufficiently large list of identity disclosing specifics [column 5, lines 5-19]. 

As to claim 3, Zamora discloses that agglomerating the extract includes filtering out 
portions of the extract which characterize details particular to less than a predetermined quantity 
data-items [column 6, lines 42-51]. 

As to claim 4, Zamora discloses that filtering out portions of the extract which 
characterize details particular to less than a predetermined quantity data-items includes the 
predetermined quantity being selected from the list, ordinal number, percentage of instances in 
the data-warehouse, data instances outside of mean plus predetermined number of standard 
distribution units [column 5, lines 5-19]. 

As to claim 5, Zamora discloses that agglomerating the extract includes filtering out 
portions of the extract so that only identity-free micro-data remains [column 37, lines 5-49]. 

As to claim 9, Zamora discloses that filtering out portions of the file which characterize 
details particular to less than a predetermined quantity of micro-data-specific data-items includes 
selecting the predetermined quantity from the list, an ordinal number, a percentage of instances 
in the data-warehouse, data instances outside of statistical mean-or-median plus-and/or-minus a 
predetermined number of standard deviation units [column 31 line 18 to column 32 line 17]. 
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As to claim 1 1 , Zamora discloses a program storage device readable by machine, tangibly 
embodying a program of instructions executable by the machine to perform method steps for 
"aggregator" data processor functions in a Privacy Preserving Data-Mining Protocol, said 
method steps including: (i) from a user interface—accepting a query against a plurality of the 
predetermined attributes and therewith forming a parameter list [column 5, lines 22-53], (ii) via 
an electronic data-communications topology—transmitting the parameter list to at least one 
"source-entity" processors [column 5, lines 22-28], (hi) via the topology— receiving a respective 
file from each of the "source-entity" processors [column 5, lines 43-54], (iv) aggregating the 
plurality of files into a data- warehouse [column 11, lines 25-41], (v) using the parameter list, 
extracting query relevant data from the data-warehouse, (vi) agglomerating the extract [column 
12, lines 10-19], and (vii) to a user interface—reporting the agglomerated extract [column 6, lines 
17-25]. 

As to claim 12, Zamora discloses a program storage device readable by machine, tangibly 
embodying a program of instructions executable by the machine to perform method steps for 
"source-entity" data processor functions in a Privacy Preserving Data-Mining Protocol, said 
method steps including: (i) accumulating data-items wherein some of the data-items have privacy 
sensitive micro-data [column 10, lines 9-25], (ii) organizing the data-items using the plurality of 
predetermined attributes [column 6, lines 28-41], (iii) via an electronic data-communications 
topology— receiving a parameter list from an "aggregator" processor [column 5, lines 22-53], (iv) 
forming a file by "crunching together" the data-items according to the parameter list [column 9, 
lines 21-31], (v) filtering out portions of the file which characterize details particular to less than 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/597,63 1 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2431 

a predetermined quantity of micro-data-specific data-items [column 37, lines 5-49], (vi) via the 
topology —transmitting the file to the "aggregator" processor [column 11, lines 49-60]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zamora U.S Patent No. 
4,965,763 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Hart et al U.S. Patent No. 
6,269,404 Bl (hereinafter Hart). 

As to claim 6, Zamora does not teach that accepting a query includes performing a 
preprocessing privacy check against a predetermined source-entity data-ensemble model. 

Hart teaches conducting a privacy check by using a privacy checking algorithm [column 
8, lines 56-64]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Zamora so that a privacy check would have been 
conducted by using a privacy checking algorithm against a predetermined source-entity data- 
ensemble model. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Zamora by the teaching of Hart because it improves 
flexibility of network architectures by managing the flow of traffic within virtual LANs [column 
4, lines 53-55]. 
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9. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zamora U.S Patent No. 
4,965,763 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Terada et al U.S. Patent No. 
5,794,042 (hereinafter Terada). 

As to claim 7, Zamora does not teach that "crunching together" the data-items includes 
joining data-items having a mutual micro-data-specific. 

Terada teaches joining data items having mutual data [column 21, lines 11-51]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Zamora so that "crunching together" the data- 
items would have included joining data-items having a mutual micro-data-specific. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Zamora by the teaching of Terada because it increases 
efficiency in software development [column 1, lines 60-61]. 

10. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zamora U.S Patent 
No. 4,965,763 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Chaudhuri et al US 
2004/0260694 Al (hereinafter Chaudhuri). 

As to claim 8, Zamaora discloses selected from the list of sub-steps aggregating, 
extracting, agglomerating, accumulating, organizing, and crunching (i.e. organizing) [column 6, 
lines 28-41]. 

Zamora does not teach that at least one sub-step includes fuzzy matching. 
Chaudhuri teaches fuzzy matching and the benefits of using such [0028]. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Zamora so that there would have been organizing 
and fuzzy matching as sub-steps. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Zamora by the teaching of Chaudhuri because it provides a 
strong foundation for adding domain-specific enhancements [0010]. 

11. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zamora U.S Patent 
No. 4,965,763 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Chan U.S. Patent No. 
7,111,237 B2. 

As to claim 10, Zamora does not teach that accepting a query includes transforming the 
query into a standardized query-capable of resulting in a syndicated reporting of the 
agglomerated extract. 

Chan teaches transforming a query into a standardized query [column 6, lines 33-65]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Zamora so that accepting a query would have 
included transforming the query into a standardized query-capable of resulting in a syndicated 
reporting of the agglomerated extract. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Zamora by the teaching of Chan because it enables a user 
enters a search entry in a language other than the principal language used in the document to be 
searched and automatically highlights each matching phrase or matching object in the search 
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result with a callout or bubble which contains an artificial intelligence based bilingual annotation 
on the matching phrase or matching object [column 3, lines 41-48]. 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ARAVIND K. MOORTHY whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3793. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William R. Korzuch can be reached on 571-272-7589. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Aravind K Moorthy/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 243 1 



